APPENDIX   A.
COURT OF CBI3IIXAL APPEAL.
(Thursday, llth May, 1922.;
gbottxds of appeal.
 (1)	That Mr. Justice Darling wrongly permitted evidence to be given
which tended to show that the prisoner had administered poison to one
Oswald Norman Martin with intent to murder him.
 (2)	The learned judge misdirected the jury on  the effect  o!  such
evidence and on the way in which it should be "applied.
 (3)	The Beamed  judge misdirected the jury  about  the grounds  on
which the said evidence was admissible (if admissible in fact).
 (4)	The learned judge misdirected the jury on the whole case.   la
particular he misdirected them on the following points ;—
(a)	By directing them that it was for the defence to prove to their
satisfaction that the deceased committed suicide.
(b)	By failing to bring to their notice points in the evidence which
told in favour of the prisoner.
(c)	By failing to put to the jury adequately the case made for the
defence.
(d)	By unduly emphasising a number of points put forward on behalf
of the prosecution without calling the attention of the jury to
the answers put forward by the defence.
(e)	By suggesting to the jury theories as to what might have occurred
with which the defence had had no opportunity of dealing.
(f)	By suggesting to the jury that the prisoner had been guilty of
concealing evidence from the prosecution at a time when he was
in fact under arrest and was represented by a solicitor.
(g)	By misdirecting the jury generally as to the weight and attention
to be attached to the evidence given by the witnesses for the
prosecution and defence respectively.
(5)	The learned judge misconstrued certain of the evidence and in
consequence misdirected lie jury.
The following were put forward as instances of misdirection:—(a)
The learned judge stated that if Nurse Allen was mistaken in saying tiiat
Mrs. Armstrong took to her bed on 13th February, 1921, it made a difference
of one day only. There was, hi fact, no evidence of any other witness
that Mrs. Armstrong took to her bed before 16th February, (b) The
learned judge stated that there was no evidence that anybody besides
the prisoner knew that there was arsenic iii the house. There was, in
fact, evidence that Mrs. Armstrong knew of it.
Sir Henry Curtis Bennett, KG,, Mr. S. R. G. Bosanquet, and Mr.
E. A. Godson appeared for the appellant • and the Attorney-General
(Sir Ernest Pollock, K.C.), Mr. C. F. Vachell, K.C., and Mr. St. John G.
Micldethwait for the Grown.
Sir henuy cubits bennett, in opening the case for Armstrong, said
that that was an appeal against conviction at the Hereford Assizes oa
13th April last. The appellant was a solicitor practising at Hay, in
Herefordshire. He was fifty-three years of age, and in 1907 he married.
In 1912 his wife and he went to live at Mayfield, Hay. The house had
considerable grounds and 800 square yards of paths. In 1914 the appellant,
who had been for some time a Territorial, was called up on the outbreak
of war. He left his family and served in this country and also for a
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